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Abstract 
 
The Influence of Religion in Adolescence on Adolescents’ Attitude 
toward Marital Timing 
 
Kristen Lee Redford, MA 
The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 
 
Supervisor:  Mark D. Regnerus 
 
Existing research identified strong links between religion and marriage behaviors, but 
few sources have evaluated the effect of religion on marital attitudes.  This study sought 
to examine the relationship between adolescent religious affiliation and religiosity and 
the age at which adolescents wish to marry.  Using the National Study of Youth and 
Religion, results showed that Christian adolescents in America wish to marry sooner at 
statistically significant levels than non-Christian adolescents, and that within Christian 
denominations, Evangelical Protestant and Mormon adolescents wish to marry sooner 
than Mainline Protestants.  Religiosity had a less statistically significant effect on the 
marital timing attitude than religious affiliation, challenging findings of some of the 
existing literature.  A reciprocal relationship was also examined to see if being married at 
younger ages predicted placement in certain religious affiliations and a change in 
religiosity.  This study contributes to existing literature on the relationship between 
religion and marriage and family by shedding light on effectiveness of the transmission 
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of family values affirmed by Christian denominations to their adolescent members.  
These findings help better understand the increase in the age of first marriage, as fewer 
adolescents and young adults claim a religious affiliation, reducing the number of people 
that want to get married at younger ages. 
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Chapter 1: Literature Review 
INTRODUCTION 
This study investigates the impact of religiosity on adolescents’ perceived ideal 
age at marriage.  Many studies have examined how religiosity influences sexual behavior 
outcomes, such as nonmarital sex and cohabitation, as well as pathways to family 
formation (Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992; Thornton and Camburn 1989; Peace and 
Thornton 2007; Uecker 2008; Eggebeen and Dew 2009).  What is less well-documented 
is an association between religiosity and adolescents’ preferences on when to get married.  
Several studies that report on the timing of marriage do so in a retrospective manner; that 
is, they ask married couples at what age they got married (Axinn and Thornton 1992; 
Uecker 2008; Uecker and Stokes 2008).  However, retrospective religious attitudes tend 
to be less valid measures for assessing religiosity’s influence on marital timing than 
adolescents’ attitudes toward marriage when they were adolescents.  Studies that examine 
adolescent attitudes toward marriage typically have not included enough of the influential 
factors known to influence these attitudes in younger stages of the life course (Hagan and 
Wheaton 1993).  While the inability to include all independent variables is a normal 
limitation of social science studies, intentionally excluding influences such as religiosity 
or parental influence on attitudes toward marriage precludes a fuller understanding of 
attitude development.  Furthermore, understanding the differences in how men and 
women’s attitudes form regarding marital timing deserves attention, as they likely do not 
form similarly (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007). 
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A growing number of people in America delay or forego marriage, but the 
majority of twenty- and thirty-somethings still desire to marry (Manning, Longmore, and 
Giordano 2007; Regnerus and Uecker 2011).  For many, marriage has become a capstone 
that is appropriate only after adulthood is achieved, as opposed to being the entryway into 
adulthood, and researchers have yet to fully understand why (Cherlin 2009; Regnerus and 
Uecker 2011).  While reasons cited for delay do not often include religion, it is likely that 
religion lowers the age at which people feel ready for marriage (Regnerus and Uecker 
2011).  Two studies found that religious individuals tend to be somewhat protected from 
these trends, since they are typically more conservative and most religious traditions 
emphasize the importance of the family unit (Stolzenberg, Blair-Loy, and Waite 1995; 
Uecker and Stokes 2008).  However, fewer adolescents and young adults claim a 
religious affiliation, so family-oriented messages may not reach high numbers of young 
adults (Smith, et al. 2002; Regnerus and Uecker 2006; Smith and Snell 2009). 
This study seeks to answer the following questions:  Do adolescents that 
frequently attend religious activities and internalize religious teachings wish to marry 
younger?  By contrast, does a general decrease in the religiosity of adolescents and young 
adults partially explain the delayed age of marriage?  A more comprehensive 
understanding of the lag in marital timing will be valuable to researchers, religious 
leaders, and policy makers who have a vested interest in marital formation patterns in the 
United States. For these social leaders who desire to change current trends in marital 
formation, a better understanding of religiosity’s influence on marital attitude 
development in adolescence will help them better understand one influential aspect of 
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adolescents’ lives. In other words, the outcome of this study will facilitate a more 
accurate understanding of how religiosity influences young adults to make marital 
decisions, and this understanding can change how social leaders attempt the transmission 
of religious and marital timing attitudes. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Ideal Age of Marriage 
A review of relevant research at the beginning of the 20th century found that 
adolescents and parents feel considerable tension surrounding when, if, and whom to 
marry, and if couples should or should not embrace traditional gender roles (Mahoney 
2010).  These tensions arise especially when adolescents are older and enter emerging 
adulthood – a time when they often reach or are close to socially acceptable marriageable 
ages.  Experiencing such tension in adolescence can neutralize or reverse religious and/or 
marital timing attitudes that had been successfully transmitted between parents and 
children when children were younger.  Often times, young children have favorable 
attitudes towards marriage, family, and religion.  Thus controversy between parents and 
adolescent children regarding sex, cohabitation, marriage and/or family might cause 
adolescents to change their attitudes toward marriage and family, possibly as an act of 
defiance.  Studies have also revealed that family religious practices influence the 
intensity of a young person’s desire to marry, especially parents’ religious practices 
(Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992; Starrels and Holm 2000; Manning, Longmore, and 
Giordano 2007; Mahoney 2010; Vaidyanathan 2011).  Parents with more traditional 
and/or conservative attitudes toward family, religion, and gender are more likely to raise 
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children who value marriage as not only desirous but necessary for their successful 
future. 
One poignant source of influence on when adolescents want to get married comes 
from parents.  Parents influence desires for marital timing in their vocalized desires for 
grandchildren and their vocalized desires for their children to go to college and start a 
career before marrying (Axinn and Thornton 1992; Barber and Axinn 1998; Gaughan 
2002; Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  What is intriguing to note is that 
parental, especially maternal, desires for grandchildren often quicken young adults’ entry 
into marriage and parenthood, but men and women’s own childbearing desires were 
found less likely to influence marital timing (Barber and Axinn 1998).  Often, mothers 
are more influential than fathers, and daughters internalize parental desires more so than 
sons (Barber and Axinn 1998).  While the previously-mentioned trends imply positive 
relationships between parents and children, one study found that adolescents seek out 
“adolescent role exits” sooner when there is tension between parents and children (Hagan 
and Wheaton 1993, p997).  In other words, if teens and young adults desire to leave their 
parents’ house and rules, they may strive to be independent and engage in more adult-like 
behaviors, including marriage and family formation. 
When studying attitudes of teens and young adults, several reasons emerge that 
likely contribute to the delay in marriage.  Today’s adolescents and young adults are not 
less likely to want to marry, but their prerequisites for marriage have shifted (Manning, 
Longmore, and Giordano 2007; Farrell 2011).  They now view marriage as a capstone.  
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Regnerus and Uecker (2011) identified the following seven reasons for delaying 
marriage: 
1. The couple feels they cannot afford to get married. 
2. People feel their twenties, and possibly even their thirties, is when they are 
supposed to figure out who they are – a goal that must be met before 
marrying another person. 
3. They are not ready to have children. 
4. They want to travel and perceive marriage as a hindrance to that freedom. 
5. Their parents urge them to pursue higher education and/or begin careers 
before marrying. 
6. They want to only pursue someone with whom they have sexual 
chemistry. 
7. They are skeptical of the institution of marriage, for various reasons. 
 
None of the listed reasons include religion, but religion likely lowers the age at which 
people believe they have met all of these requirements.  The cultures in which 
adolescents and young adults are embedded help define what these different requirements 
look like.  For example, while “emotional readiness” is not clearly defined or understood 
by most adolescents, it is an abstract idea they believe must be present before they can 
entertain thoughts of getting married and/or having sex and that this state of being does 
not, maybe even cannot, exist in the late teens or early twenties (Riley 2005; Regnerus 
2007; Freitas 2008; Glenn, Uecker, and Love Jr. 2010; Regnerus and Uecker 2011). 
Finally there is the influence of religion and social values on the development of 
the perceived ideal age of marriage.  High levels of religiosity appear to decrease the 
desire to cohabit and increase interest in marrying (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 
2007).  High religiosity in adolescence also contributes to earlier marriage (Uecker and 
Stokes 2008).  Adolescents with high religious salience, in particular, have likely 
internalized their faith traditions’ teachings, and most faith traditions teachings on 
 6 
marriage and family still hold heterosexual marriage as a key indicator of adulthood 
(Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007; Mahoney 2010).  This could mean that 
adolescents with high religious salience believe part of becoming an adult is entering into 
a marital relationship.  These beliefs are less popular than they once were in the larger 
society, making it possible that adolescents with lower religiosity are less desirous of 
participating in an institution that promote seemingly outdated ideals (Cherlin 2009). 
Regarding the correlation between marriage and social values, those who are 
typically more liberal (“blues”) perceive marriage before age 25 as marrying too young.  
Those young adults who are typically more conservative (“reds”) are more likely to 
marry by age 25 and perceive not being married or at least in a serious relationship by 25 
as risking never getting married (Regnerus and Uecker 2011, p219). 
Religion 
With approximately half the population of American adolescents attending 
organized religious activities at least once a week, it is important to understand how 
religion influences adolescents’ sexual attitudes and behaviors (Smith et al. 2002).  It is 
also important to understand how relationship experiences influence religiosity, since a 
disparity exists between beliefs and actions for many young adults.  For instance, 
approximately half of the adolescents that take abstinence pledges still have sex before 
marriage (Regnerus 2007; Uecker 2008).  In other words, religious participation only 
delays first sex. 
Existing studies that use religion an independent variable frequently 
operationalize the influence of religion as religious attendance.  This operationalization, 
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of course, does not account for the level of importance (salience) of religion in the life of 
the respondents.  In general, higher attendance levels negatively influence the likelihood 
of cohabitation and marriage.  Young adults that do not participate in religious activities 
are more likely to cohabit, hold more permissive sexual attitudes, and marry later than 
those that do participate in religious activities once a week or more (Thornton and 
Camburn 1989; Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992).  For adolescents that attend religious 
activities less than once a week but more than never, Thornton, Axinn, and Hill (1992) 
found that each level increase in participation resulted in a one-third unit decrease in 
acceptance of cohabitation (p641).  Attitudes surrounding cohabitation, nonmarital sexual 
behavior, and marriage are relevant in that those with more conservative attitudes may 
perceive earlier ages as preferable for marriage in order to legitimize sexual behavior or 
to start having children (Riley 2005; Freitas 2008; Uecker 2008). 
In adolescence, religious service attendance engenders less permissive sexual 
attitudes and increases the likelihood of abstinence (Thornton and Camburn 1989; Uecker 
2008; Burdette and Hill 2009).  Those adolescents who attend religious activities more 
than once a week typically have more conservative sexual morals and are the least 
sexually experienced.  Those who attend once a week often had less strict attitudes and 
were slightly more sexually experienced than those who attend more than once a week, 
and the adolescents that attended less than once a week usually had more permissive 
sexual attitudes and were more sexually experienced (Woodroof 1985; Thornton and 
Camburn 1989; Pearce and Thornton 2007; Uecker 2008; Burdette and Hill 2009). 
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Another component of religiosity is religious salience.  Religious salience can be 
a highly influential religiosity aspect on marital timing attitudes (Thornton, Axinn, and 
Hill 1992; Burdette and Hill 2009).  Salience can be measured by the personal 
commitment level, engagement in private religious practices (i.e., prayer, scripture 
reading), and the level of personal importance of religion to adolescents.  In other words, 
religious salience levels are altered more directly by adolescents’ own choices, as 
opposed to parental requirements or social pressures.  Without accounting for other 
aspects of religiosity, high religious salience is thought to increase the desire for more 
traditional paths to marriage which exclude cohabitation and nonmarital sex (Manning, 
Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  It also directly predicts early marriage as those that 
internalize religious teachings regarding marriage and family are more likely to embrace 
and desire marriage at earlier ages (Uecker and Stokes 2008). 
When combined with religious attendance, salience’s influence increases in 
magnitude on attitudes toward marriage, family, and sexual behavior.  For example, 
several studies found attendance and salience combined to more accurately reflect 
religiosity’s influence on outcomes of sexual behavior, sexual attitudes, and family 
formation than only using attendance as the measure of religiosity (Thornton, Axinn, and 
Hill 1992; Pearce and Thornton 2007; Uecker 2008; Burdette and Hill 2009). 
Attendance’s influence on maintaining religiosity often remains constant through 
adulthood such that teenagers that find value in attending religious activities are more 
likely to continue to practice their faith in adulthood (Pearce and Thornton 2007; 
Regnerus 2008; Eggebeen and Dew 2009).  If religious attendance declines while in 
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adolescence, religious salience is also likely to decline, which may alter desires for earlier 
marriage.  One study noted that attendance declines with age due to increased autonomy, 
though a study by similar authors just two years later found salience – not attendance – 
declines with the increased autonomy that comes with age (Smith, et al. 2002; Regnerus, 
Smith, and Smith 2004).  This indicates a complicated reality: though religious 
attendance may no longer be mandated and forced by parents, adolescents often still 
participate voluntarily.  Plenty do so, however, without internalizing the religious beliefs 
they claimed at younger ages.  The less salient religion is in adolescence, the higher the 
probability that attendance will decline in older adolescence and in emerging adulthood, 
and the less influence religion will likely have on attitudes toward marital timing. 
Attitudes 
While adolescents may form their attitudes on a particular topic by discerning the 
opinions and beliefs of those around them, religiosity does influence the formation of 
attitudes toward sexual behavior and romantic relationship formation.  A few studies 
found that religiosity negatively influences the likelihood of finding cohabitation 
acceptable but positively predicts the likelihood of cohabiting leading to a successful 
outcome (e.g., marriage) (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007; Uecker and Stokes 
2008; Eggebeen and Dew 2009).  For instance, Protestant young adults that cohabit are 
more likely to marry someone with whom they cohabit than non-religious young adults 
that cohabit, and those with any religious identity are less likely to cohabit at all 
(Eggebeen and Dew 2009). 
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Age often mediates such attitudes, with young conservative Christians differing 
attitudinally from older evangelical Christians (Farrell 2011).  While their attitudes 
toward cohabitation are often more conservative than their peers, they are not as 
conservative as older generations of evangelical Christians.  Furthermore, while more and 
more adolescents support the idea of cohabitation, approximately twenty-five percent do 
not expect to cohabit themselves (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  To many 
adolescents and young adults, cohabitation is acceptable for others but not desired for 
themselves.  Those that do cohabit are likely to be dating at the time they participate in a 
study and to be sexually active (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  Researchers 
suggest currently dating and sexually active respondents are more likely to be open to 
cohabitation more than single respondents because dating and sexual intercourse likely 
raise their interest in more committed romantic relationship formation (Manning, 
Longmore, and Giordano 2007; Raley, Crissey, and Muller 2007; Regnerus 2008). 
On religiously-affiliated college campuses, conservative attitudes toward 
nonmarital sex may increase the desire for early marriage and increase the frequency with 
which peer groups discuss the topics of sex, dating, and marriage (Riley 2005; Freitas 
2008).  Just because discussing sex is acceptable, though, does not mean having sex is the 
norm for these particular students.  These students perceive couples that have nonmarital 
sex as unromantic and not truly in love.  They believe love and sex only coexist within 
marriage.  Thus it is commonplace to discuss these issues but unacceptable to engage in 
sex out of the culturally prescribed sequence (Riley 2005; Freitas 2008). 
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Regular religious participation and high levels of religious salience have been 
found to increase the desire to marry within young people.  Those with less frequent 
religious participation and lower levels of religious salience likely put less weight on 
marriage when looking ahead in their lives (Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992).  While 
several studies have looked at the likelihood of early marriage, few studies have asked 
adolescents at what age they want to get married.  In other words, findings reveal that 
those that get married young are generally more religious and likely do so in part to 
legitimize sex (Freitas 2008; Riley 2005; Uecker 2008).  Another study found that 
adolescents who had sex before age eighteen were more likely to enter a non-marital 
romantic relationship than to marry (Laumann, et al. 2000).  No studies to date, however, 
have directly investigated the influence of religiosity, sexual attitudes and behavior and 
romantic relationship attitudes on an adolescents’ perceived ideal age for a person to 
marry. 
Parental Influence 
In general, attitudes toward romantic relationship and family formations develop 
in childhood and adolescence, not early adulthood (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 
2007).  Parental influence on adolescent attitudes toward marriage and family is 
considered stronger than or as having comparable influence as non-familial influences 
(Thornton and Camburn 1987; Ozorak 1989; Starrels and Holm 2000; see Hoge, Petrillo, 
and Smith 1982 for contradictory findings).  For instance, two studies found mothers’ 
desires for their children regarding marriage as more influential than fathers’ desires 
(Thornton and Camburn 1987; Starrels and Holm 2000). 
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Parents influence adolescents through parental modeling, direct conversations, 
and their own religiosity levels and attitudes toward sexual behavior.  Their influence is 
moderated by gender, though.  For example, one study found a strong link between 
maternal and adolescent attendance behaviors (Pearce and Thornton 2007).  Mothers who 
attend religious services also have children who not only attend services frequently, but 
also maintain a high level of religious salience.  In fact, mothers have the most influence 
over the transmission of both religiosity and attitudes toward sex, marriage, cohabitation, 
and family to their children (Thornton and Camburn 1987; Miller 1992; Axinn and 
Thornton 1993; Barber and Axinn 1998; Barber 2007; Pearce and Thornton 2007).  These 
findings surfaced in part because most studies only considered mother-child 
relationships.  But when fathers were included, mother’s religiosity level was still 
consistently more influential for children than father’s (Starrels and Holm 2000; see 
Clark, Worthington, Jr., and Danswer 1988 for contradictory findings).  Thus, mothers 
are influential in forming children’s desires regarding marital timing. 
Both maternal attendance levels and children’s attendance levels are related to 
religious salience (Pearce and Thornton 2007).  Having religiously active parents 
increases the likelihood of successful transmission of religious attitudes and behaviors to 
adolescents.  This is especially true when religious activities promoted by parents include 
those at a physical church space and private activities such as prayer and scripture 
reading (Burdette and Hill 2009; Vaidyanathan 2011).  While non-familial influences do 
exist, parental influence is the strongest in terms of shaping attendance (Regnerus, Smith, 
and Smith 2004; Vaidyanathan 2011). 
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The influential nature of mothers on their daughters exemplifies the gender-
mediating effects of parents as well as the gender-mediated transmission rate of 
religiosity and marital timing attitudes to adolescents.  Maternal desires for religion, 
marriage, and parenthood are frequently transmitted to daughters while mothers may be 
only effective in transmitting religious values and some ideas of marriage to sons 
(Starrels and Holm 2000).  For instance, in their study of 724 married mothers and their 
children based on Wave 2 of the National Study of Children, Starrels and Holm (2000) 
found that sons and mothers only shared similar attitudes toward marriage expectations 
when the son also had extended peer networks, while daughters and mothers shared 
similar attitudes toward early marriage and parenting expectations, regardless of 
daughters’ peer networks’ size.  This transmission of marital expectations is most 
successful when adolescents perceive that their parents respect their choices on such 
matters (Axinn and Thornton 1992; Dao, et al. 1999). 
Mothers are also influential in shaping attitudes toward sex and family.  For 
example, mothers who pressure their children, especially their daughters, for 
grandchildren often find themselves grandmothers at younger ages than those who do not 
emphasize desires for grandchildren (Miller 1992).  Sons experiencing such pressure 
likely cohabit or marry at younger ages than their peers, especially if their mothers want 
them to have multiple children.  This reality is true regardless of what the sons or 
daughters voice as their preferred experience for marriage and childbearing (Barber and 
Axinn 1998; Barber 2007). 
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Transmission of sexual values from parents to children also occurs in direct 
conversation about such topics.  Children that perceive their parents as receptive to their 
questions and able to honestly engage in conversations on sex experience the most 
successful transmission of attitudes on sex.  These children are also less likely to avoid 
such conversations with their parents.  Furthermore, parents that keep the conversation 
informal and their emotions composed reduce the adolescents’ anxiety level as they make 
a sensitive and often emotionally-charged subject less scary and more approachable.  
Parents’ abilities to have an informal calm conversation is partially determined in the 
timing of the conversation and partially determined by the existing relationship quality 
between the parents and children.  For example, when religion is salient in conservative 
families, these conversations are often not avoided, but many conversations are brief 
because sex is perceived as a non-issue by the parents.  They think that their children are 
waiting to have sex and thus do not need to discuss the matter any further.  It is possible 
adolescents in such situations may lie about their desires for or adherence to abstinence as 
long as they live in their parents’ house as a way to avoid having such conversations, 
though (Afifi, Joseph, and Aldeis 2008). 
Parents are most influential by modeling how they want their children to think 
and act as that behavior is often imitated by their children (Axinn, Clarkberg, and 
Thornton 1994; Dao, et al. 1999; Bader and Desmond 2006; Manning, Longmore, and 
Giordano 2007).  For example, adolescent daughters who have a close relationship with 
their parents, come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, do well academically, and 
desire higher education are more likely to delay first intercourse and early family 
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formation.  This is in part because they see sex as risking pregnancy, and may 
subconsciously believe young parenthood limits the likelihood they can imitate the 
lifestyle that was modeled for them when they were children (Amato, et al. 2008).  
Consciously, these daughters’ motives are likely not as calculated, but their actions still 
tend to be less promiscuous and risky than daughters with strained relationships with 
their parents, from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, that are less successful 
academically, and that are more ambivalent about higher education. 
Demographics 
While one study deemed demographic characteristics less influential for 
influencing religiosity, few studies actually take much demographic data into account 
(Regnerus and Uecker 2006).  Not much research was found on the influence of 
geographic region, for example, on any aspect of religiosity.  One study did find 
variability across region in terms of religious participation, though (Smith, et al. 2002). 
Religiosity, attitudes toward sexual behavior, and attitudes toward marriage are 
moderated by gender.  While some have argued women are more religious because they 
are more risk aversive, more recent findings challenge this perspective, though alternative 
explanations have yet to be validated through statistical models (Roth and Kroll 2007).  
Regarding romantic relationship behavior, women expect to marry more than men while 
men expect to cohabit more than women (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  
Also, after religious women experience sex for the first time, their religious salience is 
more likely to decline and they are more likely to report the experience as negative 
(Miller and Bingham 1989).  This is potentially due to the expectation of Western society 
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that women are the sexual gatekeepers (Regnerus and Uecker 2011).  Women determine 
if sex happens as they are the ones in most heterosexual encounters being asked for sex, 
not the ones requesting sex.  Thus in cultures where abstinence is encouraged and lauded, 
women are tasked with protecting their virginity and are stigmatized more than men if 
they do not save their virginity for their husbands.  
Gender and religion also interact to mediate attitudes and behaviors toward sex, 
marriage, and cohabitation.  For example, in women, there is an inverse correlation with 
religiosity and low numbers of emotional and social resources.  Social and emotional 
resources include the strength of parent-child relationships, adolescents’ academic 
achievements, adolescents’ self-esteem levels, and adolescents’ psychological adjustment 
levels (Amato, et al. 2008).  The presence of few emotional and social resources in 
adolescence increases the likelihood of young romantic sexual relationships and family 
formation for women, which can decrease adolescents’ religiosity (Thornton, Axinn, and 
Hill 1992; Axinn and Thornton 1993; Amato, et al. 2008).  Furthermore, religious 
participation influences the sexual behavior of women more than men, with higher levels 
of religious participation reducing the number of sexual behaviors experiences (Burdette 
and Hill 2009). 
Emotional readiness is typically the guidelines by which adolescents believe they 
should base their decisions to or not to have sex (Regnerus 2007).  Adolescent men, 
however, are often underprepared for the emotion work required of healthy romantic 
relationships and often use sarcasm with their parents to dismiss and delegitimize the 
importance of open communication about romantic relationships (Giordano, Longmore, 
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and Manning 2006; Afifi, Joseph, and Aldeis 2008).  Other studies have suggested that in 
more conservative religious cultures, men hold the bargaining power (Riley 2005; Freitas 
2008).  They decide when to pursue a woman and how long they will wait without 
physical intimacy – the “price” they are willing to pay – making the woman a more 
passive actor (Regnerus and Uecker 2011).  For the woman to be the pursuer is an 
unattractive feature in such cultures, but if, for example, she graduates college without a 
fiancé, her peers often believe she failed in achieving one of the primary goals of a 
woman’s college years.  This pressure can make males feel that every female is waiting 
to “trap them into marriage,” decreasing their inclinations toward serious romantic 
relationship formation (Freitas 2008, p117). 
To summarize, existing literature indicates adolescents’ marital timing attitudes 
are likely formed by many external and internal influences, including their religiosity and 
religious affiliation, parental religiosity and religious affiliation, approval of nonmarital 
sex and cohabitation, age, and gender.  This study seeks to examine how these factors 
combined to influence adolescents’ ideal age of marriage.  Rather than relying on 
retrospective reports from already-married adult respondents, the NSYR gathers 
information on adolescent attitudes when participants were adolescents.  Thus these 
findings will fill part of the gap in the existing literature on some of the ways adolescents’ 
marital timing desires are influenced. 
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Chapter 2: Data and Methods 
DATA 
This study used data from the National Study and Youth a Religion (NSYR).  The 
NSYR is a longitudinal, nationally representative dataset of 3,290 teenagers and their 
parents, which asked a variety of questions including topics of religion, sexual attitudes, 
sexual behaviors, and family formation attitudes and behaviors.  The study was funded by 
The Lilly Endowment, Inc. and the John Templeton Foundation, beginning in August 
2001, and is funded through December 2013.  Wave 1 was conducted in 2002 and 2003.  
Wave 2 occurred in 2005.  Wave 3 was fielded in 2007 and 2008.  Each wave consisted 
of telephone surveys and in-person, in-depth interviews conducted with a subset of the 
survey participants.  Surveys were randomly collected using a random-digit-dial method, 
and interviewees were selected from that sample.  I used data from Waves 1 and 3, and 
only Wave 1 participants that also participated in Wave 3 were included.  This left an N 
of 2,532.  For more information on the NSYR, see Smith and Denton (2003). 
Although the NSYR has data on non-Christians, only Jews have a reasonable 
sample size due to an intentional oversample.  The religion variables measured in this 
study were religious affiliation and religiosity.  Though affiliation appears to have a 
smaller effect in predicting marital timing and similar outcomes, its inclusion ensures a 
more comprehensive religiosity variable possible (Bahr and Chadwick 1985; Thornton 
and Camburn 1989; Laumann et al. 2000; Pearce and Thornton 2007; Uecker 2008; 
Burdette and Hill 2009; Eggebeen and Dew 2009; Bartkowski, Xu, and Fondren 2011; 
Vaidyanathan 2011).  For example, evaluating adolescents who identify with a faith 
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tradition, have high attendance rates, and high levels of salience reveals more optimal 
physical and mental health outcomes, higher degrees of satisfaction with their family, and 
higher rates of volunteerism (Regnerus 2003; Ellison, Burdette, and Hill 2009).  I 
measured “religiosity” as the combined effects of religious salience and attendance. 
Independent Variables 
The NSYR asked about the religious affiliation, attendance levels, and salience of 
participating parents in addition to the adolescent respondents.  In this study, religious 
affiliation and religiosity were the main independent variables.  Religious affiliation was 
the faith tradition with which participants identified and was measured in NSYR using a 
created variable RELTRAD, based on the Steensland, et al. (2000) method of 
categorizing religious affiliations in survey data.  Included dichotomous measures for this 
variable were Evangelical Protestant, Mainline Protestant, Catholic, and Mormon or Just 
Christian.  Mormon is used in Wave 1 analyses, but the NSYR no longer had a measure 
for Mormons in Wave 3.  Rather, they had a “Just Christian” measure that will be used 
for Wave 3 analyses.  The measures for Jewish, unaffiliated, other religion, and 
indeterminate were dropped such that analyses will only include those who identify with 
a specific Christian tradition were included.  This study only analyzes data for Christians 
because Christians were found to predict younger average ideal ages of marriage than 
non-Christians at a statistically significant level, but being religious did not predict a 
statistically significant difference in average ideal ages of marriage than not being 
religious (see Table 5).  These results imply that being Christian in particular influences 
when adolescents wish to marry. 
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Religious attendance was the frequency with which respondents attend religious 
services and was measured on a Likert scale from 0-6, where 0 was coded as attending 
less than twice a year and 6 was coded as attending “more than once a week.”  Religious 
salience was also measured with a Likert scale in response to the question “How 
important or unimportant is your faith in shaping how you live your daily life?”  The 
scale ranged from 1-5 where 1 was “not important at all and 5 was “extremely 
important.”  This variable was used for salience because the more important respondents 
feel faith was in their daily life, the more likely they were to adhere to religious doctrines 
(Regnerus and Uecker 2006; Burdette and Hill 2009). 
Mothers’ religiosity levels, religious affiliation, and attitudes toward sexual 
behavior and family formation were evaluated.  Mothers’ affiliation was measured using 
the same coding scheme as adolescents’ affiliation.  Mothers’ attendance was a 7-point 
Likert scale where 7 was “more than once a week” and 1 was “never attended in the past 
twelve months.”  Mothers’ salience was a 6-point Likert scale measured response to the 
question “How important is your religious faith in providing guidance in your own day-
to-day living,” where 6 was “extremely important” and 1 was “not important at all.”  
Maternal attitudes toward nonmarital sex were evaluated with the question “Do you think 
that people should wait to have sex until they are married, or not necessarily?”  Maternal 
nonmarital sex was therefore measured as a dummy variable where “yes,” that people 
should wait until marriage to have sex, was the reference.   
In Wave 3 analyses, I measured marital status by if respondents were currently 
single (never married), married, separated, divorced, or widowed.  I created a dummy 
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variable for respondents who were in nonmarital, non-cohabiting relationships.  The 
question to evaluate this was, “Are you currently in a dating or romantic relationship, or 
not,” and “not” was the reference category.  This was included because relationship status 
was a predictor of religiosity in the second set of analyses.  Finally, I created a dummy 
variable, cohabiting, for non-married respondents that were currently cohabiting. 
Dependent Variables 
The attitude toward marital timing was evaluated with the variable ideal age of 
marriage. The NSYR asked respondents in Wave 1, “If you were to ever get married, 
what do you think would be the ideal age for you to get married,” and in Wave 3, “What 
do you think is the ideal age to get married,” and the given age or range of ages was 
recorded.  This variable will be evaluated in both sets of analyses.  Responses from Wave 
3 will be used for a longitudinal comparison, as by Wave 3, some respondents have 
reached or are close to reaching the age by which they said they wanted to be married in 
Wave 1.  
Adolescent attitudes toward cohabitation and nonmarital sex were also included to 
test the notion that more religious teens – who are often less accepting of nonmarital sex 
and cohabitation – wanted to get married sooner to legitimize living and having sex with 
their romantic partners.  If adolescents who were not accepting of nonmarital sex and 
cohabitation were more religious and wanted to get married younger than those who were 
more accepting of nonmarital sex and cohabitation, it might be plausible that these more 
religious adolescents desired younger marriage to legitimize living and having sex with 
their romantic partners.  Adolescent nonmarital sex was a dummy variable coded 
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identically to maternal nonmarital sex and in response to the same question.  Adolescent 
cohabitation was another dummy variable created in response to the question “In the 
future, would you ever consider living with a romantic partner that you were not married 
to, or not?”  The reference for this variable was “or not,” implying adolescents were not 
accepting of this living arrangement.  These measures provided insight into the 
transmission of values from mothers to children, as adolescent attitudes toward 
nonmarital sex and cohabitation were also measured in the NSYR. 
Marital attitudes were evaluated, in Wave 3 only, with the question “Suppose 
your life turned out so that you never married.  Would that bother you a great deal, some, 
a little, or not at all?”  The variable was coded on a Likert scale from 1 to 4, where 1 was 
“not at all” and 4 was “a great deal.”  This variable provided insight into the changing 
attitudes toward getting married at all. 
Control Variables 
While one group of researchers claimed demographics were less influential for 
these topics, I included three demographic controls in this study (Regnerus and Uecker 
2006).  These were the age, gender, and the geographic region in which respondents 
lived.  Measuring demographics in this way was consistent with other similar studies on 
youth, religion, and family (Regnerus and Uecker 2006; Burdette and Hill 2009; 
Bartkowski, Xu, and Fondren 2011). 
HYPOTHESES 
This study had two sets of hypotheses.  The first hypothesis was that adolescents 
that have high religious salience and attendance, regardless of affiliation, desired to marry 
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at younger ages than those with lower religious salience and/or attendance.  This 
hypothesis was based on the family-oriented nature of most Christian traditions.  
Adolescents who gave religion a high level of importance in their life and attended 
religious services and activities frequently were more likely to internalize both family-
oriented teachings and to desire to have lives like the adults in their church – adults who 
were most likely married with children – when they are adults themselves (Stolzenberg, 
Blair-Loy, and Waite 1995; Uecker and Stokes 2008).  If the average self-preferred age 
was well below the national average for more religious adolescents, religion likely played 
an important role in developing when religious versus non-religious adolescents hoped to 
get married.  Furthermore, the level of disparity between the average ideal age of this 
study and the national average of first marriage in America will shed light on how 
American religious versus non-religious young adults prioritize entering marriage in 
comparison with other societal expectations of young adults in American society.    
The second hypothesis was two-fold and relates to the influence of marital timing 
on religiosity.  I first predicted that respondents in Wave 3 who were not in any romantic 
relationship experienced the largest decline in religiosity.  I further predicted that those 
who were married by Wave 3 had increased their levels of religious salience and 
attendance.  Because of the longitudinal nature of the NSYR, many of the participants in 
Wave 3 were near the age they reported wanting to be married by in Wave 1.  This 
second hypothesis was based on several studies that emphasize the reciprocal nature of 
variables such as religiosity, sexual behavior, and romantic relationship experiences and 
attitudes (Thornton 1985; Thornton and Camburn 1989; Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992; 
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Stolzenberg, Blair-Loy, and Waite 1995; Meier 2003; Regnerus and Uecker 2006; 
Adamczyk 2010).  In other words, it was misguided to think that sexual experiences and 
attitudes that were influenced by religion did not also influence religiosity and affiliation 
in turn. 
METHODS 
I conducted this study in two sets of analyses.  I first used Wave 1 data to look at 
religiosity’s predictive effects on marital timing attitudes.  Ordinary least squares (OLS) 
regressions tested the influence of religiosity on romantic relationship and marital timing 
attitudes.  Logistic regressions also tested the likelihood of adolescents accepting 
nonmarital sex and cohabitation as functions of their religiosity and religious affiliations 
and their mothers’ religiosity and religious affiliations. 
The second set of analyses used Wave 3 data to analyze marital/relationship status 
and cohabitation status as independent variables and religious affiliation, religiosity, and 
marital timing attitudes as dependent variables.  OLS regressions tested all Wave 3 
relationships.  I used marital/relationship status and cohabitation status to predict changes 
in religiosity as part of the reciprocal relationship between religion and family formation 
attitudes as described in Thornton and Camburn (1989).  If religiosity influenced marital 
timing attitudes, not marrying by a desired age also likely influenced religiosity.  To 
further test this reciprocal relationship, I used religious affiliation and religiosity to test 
marital attitudes as well. 
Tables 1 and 2 below show descriptive characteristics of the variables used in this 
study. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Continuous and Dichotomous Variables 
  Wave 1 Wave 3 
  Mean SD Range Mean SD Range 
Religiosity       
Attendance 3.24 2.18 0 to 6 3.16 1.80 1 to 6 
Salience 3.45 1.13 1 to 5 2.80 1.27 1 to 5 
Attitudes       
Cohabitation okay 0.54 0.50 0 to 1 0.68 0.47 0 to 1 
Nonmarital sex okay 0.43 0.50 0 to 1 0.76 0.43 0 to 1 
Martial Attitudes and Behaviors       
Ideal age of marriage 24.79 3.49 15 to 65 25.56 3.24 16 to 55 
Maternal Characteristics       
Religious attendance 3.72 2.19 1 to 7 --- --- --- 
Religious salience 2.03 1.28 1 to 6 --- --- --- 
Nonmarital sex okay 0.61 0.49 0 to 1 --- --- --- 
Demographics       
Age 14.99 1.39 13 to 17 20.02 1.45 17 to 24 
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Table 2. Frequencies of Categorical and Nominal Variables 
  Wave 1 Wave 3 
Religious Affiliation N % N % 
Evangelical Protestant 1064 69.06 768 53.11 
Mainline Protestant 292 14.38 202 13.97 
Catholic 609 30.00 342 23.65 
Mormon 65 3.20 --- --- 
Just Christian --- --- 134 9.27 
Cohabitation       
Would cohabit 1340 53.92 1191 67.71 
Would not cohabit 1145 46.08 568 32.29 
Nonmarital Sex       
Is okay 1077 43.17 1905 75.72 
Is not okay 1418 56.83 611 24.28 
Bothered if never marry       
A great deal --- --- 770 32.78 
Some --- --- 769 32.74 
A little --- --- 389 16.56 
Not at all --- --- 421 17.92 
Marital Status       
Never married --- --- 2357 93.24 
Married --- --- 146 5.78 
Married, but separated --- --- 16 0.63 
Divorced --- --- 6 0.24 
Widowed --- --- 3 0.12 
Currently cohabiting --- --- 206 8.14 
Nonmarital, non-cohabiting 
relationship 
--- --- 
1048 47.44 
Maternal Religious Affiliation       
Evangelical Protestant 648 36.92 --- --- 
Mainline Protestant 323 18.40 --- --- 
Black Protestant 249 14.19 --- --- 
Catholic 477 27.18 --- --- 
Mormon 58 3.30 --- --- 
Maternal Nonmarital Sex       
Is okay 756 37.41 --- --- 
Is not okay 1265 62.59 --- --- 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 
Adolescent Gender       
Male 1232 48.66 1232 48.66 
Female 1300 51.34 1300 51.34 
Region       
South 1019 40.24 1020 41.87 
Northeast 411 16.23 266 10.92 
Midwest 613 24.21 668 27.42 
West 489 19.31 481 19.75 
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Chapter 3: Results 
WAVE 1 
Tables 3 and 4 display basic frequencies, means, and correlations of the 
religiosity, religious affiliation, and ideal age of marriage variables.  Table 3 shows the 
number adolescents who reported an ideal age of marriage by each Christian tradition.  
Less than half of the Christian respondents (and thus American Christian adolescents as 
the NSYR is nationally representative) wanted to be married before age 25.  Thus, though 
they were smaller in population, Mainline Protestants’ distribution of ages most closely 
reflected the nation as a whole.  Over half of the Evangelical Protestants wanted to be 
married before age 25, while over 60% of Catholic adolescents wanted to be married 
after age 25.  Mormons had a striking distribution.  They deviated the most from other 
traditions with almost 80% wanting to be married before age 25. 
Table 3. Frequencies of Ideal Age of Marriage by Adolescent Religious 
Affiliation 
Age 
Mainline 
Protestants 
Evangelical 
Protestants Catholics Mormons Total 
15-19.5 1  (0.3) 49  (4.7) 8  (1.3) 2  (3.2) 60  (3.0) 
20-24.5 124  (43.7) 473 (45.3) 224 (37.3) 47 (75.8) 868  (43.6) 
25-29.5 140  (49.1) 437  (41.9) 321  (53.4) 12  (19.4) 910  (45.7) 
30 or older 20  (7.0) 84  (8.1) 48  (8.0) 1  (1.6) 153  (7.7) 
Total 285 (100) 1043  (100) 601  (100) 62  (100) 1991 (100) 
Note: Percents in parentheses 
   What this table also shows is that most of the religious adolescents in America wanted to 
get married sooner than when most Americans actually get married.  Evangelical 
Protestants and Mormons collectively make up more than half of the sample size and 
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wish to marry before age 25, but the average age of marriage in America is currently over 
26. 
Table 4. Correlations and Means of 
Adolescent Religiosity on 
Ideal Age of Marriage 
  Model 1 Model 2 
  Mean Mean 
Religiosity     
Attendance 3.249  
(2.179) ---- 
Salience 
---- 
3.458  
(1.133) 
Ideal Age of 
Marriage 
24.79  
(3.496) 
24.789  
(1.133) 
Correlation -0.098*** -0.095*** 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p<.001 
 
The table above reveals that while religious attendance and salience have a 
negative correlation with adolescents’ ideal age of marriage, the correlation is modest at a 
highly statistically significant level.  Also revealed in Table 4 is that when controlling for 
religiosity, adolescents’ ideal age of marriage is around 24.8 years of age.  When 
controlling for religious salience and ideal age of marriage, adolescents attend religious 
services, on average, between one and three times a month.  Finally, when controlling for 
religious attendance and ideal age of marriage, adolescents believe, on average, that 
religion is somewhat to very important in their daily lives. 
Table 5 displays coefficients and standard errors of OLS regressions of religiosity, 
if respondents were religious or not, and if respondents claimed a Christian identity or not 
on the respondents’ average ideal age of marriage.  Religiosity results described here 
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were consistent with the literature, as religious salience, on average, predicted the 
greatest decline in the average ideal age of marriage, followed by religious attendance.  
Regarding religious affiliation, Mormons exhibited a significant difference in attitudes 
toward marital timing when compared to Mainline Protestants.  Mormon adolescents also 
reported the largest average difference in preferences for marital timing than Evangelical  
Table 5. Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Coefficients of Selected 
Religion Variables on Average Ideal Age of Marriage 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Affiliation 
      
  
Evangelical Protestant 
-.417   
(.229) --- --- --- --- 
Catholic 
.209    
(.247) --- --- --- --- 
Mormon 
-1.520** 
(.481) --- --- --- --- 
Attendance 
--- 
-0.156*** 
(.032) --- --- --- 
Salience 
--- --- 
-0.292*** 
(.062) --- --- 
Religious 
--- --- --- 
-0.086   
(.121) --- 
Christian 
--- --- --- --- 
-0.991*** 
(.196) 
Intercept 24.826*** 
(.203) 
25.297*** 
(.126) 
25.800*** 
(.225) 
24.897*** 
(.154) 
25.614*** 
(.180) 
R2 0.011 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.011 
N 1991 2476 2477 2427 2367 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant.  Religious reference: Not religious. Christian 
Reference: Not Christian.  Standard errors in parentheses. 
 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
 
Protestant or Catholic adolescents when compared to Mainline Protestants.  While the 
difference between religious and non-religious adolescents’ average ideal age of marriage 
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was not at a statistically significant level, being Christian did lower the average age at 
which adolescents believed ideal to marry by almost one year when compared to 
adolescents who claim a non-Christian religious tradition. 
Table 6 offers coefficients and standard errors of OLS regressions of religiosity 
and religious affiliation, attitudinal measures, and control variables on adolescent 
respondents’ average ideal age of marriage.  A few expected statistically significant 
relationships were not found, challenging some of the existing literature’s claims on the 
presumed relationships between religiosity and marital timing.  For example, none of the 
adolescents’ religious salience or attendance coefficients were statistically significant in 
any model from Table 6.  Also, many of the statistically significant relationships had 
small coefficients, meaning though the relationships were significant, their respective 
average ideal ages of marriage differed minimally from the constant.  In other words, 
many Christian adolescents’ attitudes toward marital timing were similar at a .05 alpha-
level or lower with respect to religiosity. 
Model 1 of Table 6 shows the focal relationship between religiosity, religious 
affiliation, and ideal age of marriage.  While the coefficients for attendance and salience 
were negative, the coefficients were not statistically significant.  Significant differences 
in average ideal ages of marriage were only found if adolescents claimed a Mormon faith 
identity.  Being Mormon predicted the ideal age for marriage as, on average, 1.46 years 
younger than being Mainline Protestant.   Mormons reported the highest deviation in 
ideal age of marriage from Mainline Protestants, with Evangelical Protestant adolescents 
holding the second highest difference (µ=-.382) while Catholics were the most similar 
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(µ=.203) to Mainline Protestants in terms of average ideal age of marriage.  These results 
were also consistent with the frequencies reported in Table 3.  When Model 1 results 
were separated out by region (not shown), being Mormon became a significant predictor 
of a change in average ideal age of marriage for those in the West.  This relationship 
made sense as the majority of the nation’s Mormons live in the Western part of the 
country.  No other religiosity or affiliation aspects were significant at or below a .05 
alpha-level for region-level analyses, though.  Model 1 was also examined by gender 
(results not show) and the only significant finding was that Evangelical Protestant and 
Mormon women decreased their ideal age of marriage by a little more than half a year 
(α=.05) and two  years (α=.001), respectively, compared to Mainline Protestant women.  
In all other comparisons within Model 1, men and women do not differ significantly. 
Models 2 and 3 introduced adolescents’ attitudes toward cohabitation and nonmarital sex, 
respectively.  Model 2 showed that Mormons, as opposed to Mainline Protestants who 
felt cohabitation unacceptable, continued to be the only affiliation or religiosity aspect to 
significantly predict a change in the marital timing attitude.  The same trend occurred in 
Model 3.  Feeling cohabitation or premarital sex were acceptable behaviors increased 
adolescents’ perceived average ideal age of marriage by almost six months (both at a .01 
alpha-level).  This result implied that the probability of not increasing the average ideal 
age of marriage by at least six months was below 1% for adolescents who believed 
nonmarital sex and cohabitation were acceptable. 
Model 4 accounts for demographic characteristics of the adolescents in 
conjunction with their religiosity measures.  Regional variables were not significant even  
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Table 6. Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Coefficients of Selected 
Independent Variables on Average Ideal Age of Marriage 
Religiosity Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Affiliation 
            
Evangelical 
Protestant 
-0.382    
(.233) 
-0.324     
(.236) 
-0.327     
(.234) 
-0.390   
(.233) --- --- 
Catholic 0.203    
(.247) 
0.204      
(.249) 
0.247      
(.248) 
0.202     
(.249) --- --- 
Mormon 
-1.464** 
(.485) 
-1.329**  
(.488) 
-1.376** 
(.483) 
-1.432**  
(.503) --- --- 
Attendance 
-0.022   
(.043) 
-0.011    
(.044) 
-0.016     
(.044) 
-0.158     
(.043) --- --- 
Salience 
-0.044   
(.086) 
0.013      
(.090) 
0.019      
(.089) 
-0.026   
(.087) --- --- 
Attitudes 
        
  
  
Cohabitation 
Okay --- 
0.464**   
(.169) --- --- --- --- 
Nonmarital 
Sex Okay --- --- 
0.476**      
(.173) --- --- --- 
Maternal 
Religiosity     
        
Affiliation 
    
        
Evangelical 
Protestant --- --- --- --- 
-0.241   
(.213) 
-0.145    
(.217) 
Catholic 
--- --- --- --- 
0.518*   
(.230) 
0.573*  
(.233) 
Mormon 
--- --- --- --- 
-1.359**  
(.477) 
-1.200*  
(.480) 
Attendance 
--- --- --- --- 
-0.031   
(0.045) 
0.008    
(.047) 
Salience 
--- --- --- --- 
0.074  
(0.089) 
0.117     
(.092) 
Maternal 
Attitudes         
 
  
Nonmarital 
Sex Okay --- --- --- --- --- 
0.466*  
(.182) 
Demographics 
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Table 6 (continued) 
 
Age 
--- --- --- 
0.132*  
(.056) --- --- 
Gender 
--- --- --- 
-0.481**  
(.155) --- --- 
Geographic 
Region       
  
    
West 
--- --- --- 
-0.160   
(.229) --- --- 
Northeast 
--- --- --- 
0.109    
(.247) --- --- 
Midwest 
--- --- --- 
-0.208   
(.198) --- --- 
Intercept 25.054*** 
(.345) 
24.539*** 
(.401) 
24.579*** 
(.389) 
23.300*** 
(.915) 
24.545*** 
(.339) 
24.012*** 
(.396) 
R2 0.0119 0.0157 0.0167 0.0203 0.0131 0.0172 
N 1990 1962 1966 1990 2095 2049 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant. Cohabitation reference: "Is not okay". Nonmarital sex 
reference: "Is not okay". Gender reference: Male. Region reference: South. Standard errors in 
parentheses.  *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
  
when regressions were run for each gender (results not shown).  While regional variations 
were not statistically significant, gender and age measures were.  Being female decreased 
the average age at which respondents wanted to get married by almost six months (µ=-
0.481 at α=0.01).  Furthermore, with each year of life, adolescents’ average age of ideal 
marriage increased by about 1.5 months.  As in Models 1-3, the average ideal age of 
Mormon adolescents was again significant at the .01 level, and was the only significant 
aspect of religion. 
Models 5 and 6 showed results of the relationship between maternal religiosity 
and maternal attitudes on nonmarital sex on marital timing attitudes.  Even for mothers, 
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religiosity was non-significant.  Maternal religious affiliation was highly significant if the 
mother was Catholic or Mormon.  Model 5 shows that adolescents with Catholic mothers 
wished to get married 2.055 years later than adolescents with Mainline Protestant 
mothers.  It should be noted that this reality was tested by race to ensure the influence of 
Catholic mothers was not confounded by Hispanic and Latino cultural norms.  Hispanic 
and Latina Catholic mothers were not found to influence their children differently than 
non-Hispanic and non-Latina mothers.  Adolescents with Mormon mothers wished to 
marry, on average, 1.359 years sooner than those with Mainline Protestant mothers.  
Model 5 introduced the maternal attitude toward nonmarital sex.  Evangelical Protestant 
and Mormon mothers still had similar coefficients and statistically significant levels.  The 
maternal nonmarital sex coefficient (µ=.466) implied that adolescents whose mothers 
approved of nonmarital sex wished to marry almost six months later than those whose 
mothers did not approve of nonmarital sex.  This finding potentially supports the 
hypothesis that those who do not approve of nonmarital sex wish to marry sooner to 
legitimize sex. 
Results from the other set of Wave 1 analyses can be found in Tables 7, 8, and 9.  
These tables show odds ratios that described the influence of maternal and adolescent 
religiosity on adolescent and maternal attitudes toward cohabitation and nonmarital sex.  
Table 7’s results primarily coincided with the literature regarding the influence of 
religiosity on cohabitation and nonmarital sex attitudes.  As religious attendance and 
salience increased, for both adolescents and mothers, adolescence acceptance of 
cohabitation and nonmarital sex decreased at statistically significant levels. 
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Table 7. Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression Models Predicting Adolescents' 
Attidues toward Cohabitation and Nonmarital Sex 
  
Maternal 
Nonmarital 
Sex Okay 
Teen Nonmarital Sex 
Okay 
Teen Cohabitation Okay 
Adolescent 
Religiosity 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Affiliation Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio 
Evangelical 
Protestant 
--- 
0.609** 
(.090) --- 
0.528*** 
(.078) --- 
Catholic 
--- 
0.901    
(.140) --- 
0.805     
(.127) --- 
Mormon 
--- 
0.466*    
(.162) --- 
0.232*** 
(.081) --- 
Attendance 
--- 
0.871*** 
(.024) --- 
0.850*** 
(.023) --- 
Salience 
--- 
0.517*** 
(.030) --- 
0.546*** 
(.031) --- 
Maternal 
Religiosity           
Affiliation           
Evangelical 
Protestant 
0.433***                
(.060) --- 
0.605*** 
(.077) --- 
0.517*** 
(.066) 
Catholic 1.100                 
(.160) --- 
1.095   
(.149) --- 
0.917    
(.129) 
Mormon 0.153***                
(.071) --- 
0.494*   
(.152) --- 
0.246*** 
(.077) 
Attendance 0.789***                
(.023) --- 
0.842*** 
(.023) --- 
0.830*** 
(.023) 
Salience 0.637***                
(.037) --- 
0.879*   
(.046) --- 
0.847** 
(.046) 
N 2093 2001 2110 1998 2107 
Pseudo R^2  0.1774 0.1207 0.0562 0.1220 0.0725 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant. Standard errors in parentheses.  *p < .05.  **p < 
.01. ***p < .001. 
 
Religious affiliations’ influences were more complicated.  When measuring 
adolescent religiosity, Evangelical Protestant and Mormon adolescents were significantly 
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less accepting of both nonmarital sex and cohabitation than Mainline Protestant 
adolescents.  Though not significant, Catholic adolescents were also less accepting of 
nonmarital sex and cohabitation than Mainline Protestants, making Mainline Protestants 
the most accepting faith tradition of these two behaviors.  Models 3 and 5 showed odds 
ratios from analyzing maternal religious affiliation and religiosity.  Having a Mormon or 
Evangelical Protestant mother decreased the likelihood of adolescents accepting 
nonmarital sex and cohabitation compared to having a Mainline Protestant mother.  
These results were consistent with the notion that mothers successfully transmit values to 
their children as Evangelical Protestant and Mormon mothers were also significantly less 
likely than Mainline Protestant mothers to accept nonmarital sex.  Maternal attitudes on 
nonmarital sex – and possibly cohabitation though NSYR did not have adequate 
measures for evaluating maternal attitudes on cohabitation – were successfully 
transmitted to children as well as religious attitudes.   
To test previously studied differences between the transmission of values between 
parents and male and female children, adolescent religiosity’s and maternal religiosity’s 
influences on nonmarital sex and cohabitation attitudes for both male and female 
adolescent respondents were measured (Amato, et al. 2008; Starrels and Holm 2000).  As 
expected, inverse relationships existed between most measures of religiosity and attitudes 
toward cohabitation and nonmarital sex.  Regarding religious attendance, daughters’ and 
sons’ odds of accepting nonmarital sex and cohabitation decreased as attendance levels 
increased.  Sons were more accepting of both nonmarital sex and cohabitation than 
daughters when controlling for maternal religiosity and affiliation.  When maternal  
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Table 8. Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression Models Predicting Male 
Adolescent Attidues toward Cohabitation and Nonmarital Sex 
MEN Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Maternal Religiosity Nonmarital 
Sex  Okay 
Nonmarital 
Sex Okay 
Cohabitation 
Okay 
Cohabitation 
Okay 
Affiliation Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio 
Evangelical  
Protestant 
0.565** 
(.102) --- 
0.476*** 
(.091) --- 
Catholic 
1.044    
(.202) --- 
0.882     
(.184) --- 
Mormon 
0.556    
(.239) --- 
0.261** 
(.117) --- 
Attendance 
0.820*** 
(.033) --- 
0.799*** 
(.035) --- 
Salience 
0.996    
(.077) --- 
0.946     
(.079) --- 
Adolescent 
Religiosity         
Affiliation         
Evangelical 
Protestant 
--- 
0.559**  
(.116) --- 
0.532**   
(.114) 
Catholic 
--- 
0.999    
(.219) --- 
0.876     
(.203) 
Mormon 
--- 
0.476    
(.221) --- 
0.253**  
(.118) 
Attendance 
--- 
0.876** 
(.034) --- 
0.886**  
(.035) 
Salience 
--- 
0.572*** 
(.046) --- 
0.584***  
(.048) 
N 1008 959 1007 955 
Pseudo R^2 .0495 0.1054 0.0697 0.0965 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant. Standard errors in parentheses. Mormons 
excluded from men's Model 6 due to small N. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 9. Odds Ratios from Logistic Regression Models Predicting Female 
Adolescent Attidues toward Cohabitation and Nonmarital Sex 
WOMEN Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Maternal Religiosity Nonmarital 
Sex  Okay 
Nonmarital 
Sex Okay 
Cohabitation 
Okay 
Cohabitation 
Okay 
Affiliation Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio 
Evangelical 
Protestant 
0.657*  
(.121) --- 
0.563** 
(.101) --- 
Catholic 
1.168    
(.229) --- 
0.958     
(.186) --- 
Mormon 
0.462    
(.212) --- 
0.237** 
(.109) --- 
Attendance 
0.830*** 
(.031) --- 
0.828*** 
(.030) --- 
Salience 
0.798** 
(.058) --- 
0.785** 
(.058) --- 
Adolescent 
Religiosity         
Affiliation         
Evangelical 
Protestant 
--- 
0.652*  
(.140) --- 
0.506**   
(.104) 
Catholic 
--- 
0.796    
(.179) --- 
0.731      
(.161) 
Mormon 
--- 
0.451    
(.247) --- 
0.203**  
(.110) 
Attendance 
--- 
0.866*** 
(.034) --- 
0.817*** 
(.031) 
Salience 
--- 
0.480*** 
(.041) --- 
0.531*** 
(.043) 
N 1102 1042 1100 1043 
Pseudo R^2 0.0745 0.1311 0.0842 0.1409 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant. Standard errors in parentheses. Mormons 
excluded from men's Model 6 due to small N. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
religiosity was examined, Evangelical Protestant and Mormon mothers of both sons and 
daughters continued to be significantly less likely to approve of cohabitation than 
Mainline Protestant mothers (see Model 3).  Finally, when considering the difference
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between sons and daughters’ on these attitudes, daughters had consistently lower odds of 
accepting nonmarital sex and cohabitation than sons did, regardless of religious 
affiliation, attendance, or salience.  The only exception was that Evangelical Protestant 
adolescent women’s odds of accepting nonmarital sex were slightly higher than 
Evangelical Protestant adolescent men’s odds 
WAVE 3 
OLS analyses were run using Wave 3 NSYR data to investigate the influence of 
marital status on religiosity and ideal age of marriage (see Table 10).  By Wave 3, 
participants’ ages ranged from 17-24 with 171 participants having been married at some 
point.  Those who had never been married were the reference category and only married 
respondents consistently differed significantly from the never married respondents.  
Contrary to previous literature, married respondents reported lower religious salience 
levels than respondents who had never been married.  Religious attendance levels for 
married respondents were higher than never married respondents, though, which was 
consistent with the literature.  One possible explanation could be that marriage increases 
people’s presence in church, but their salience levels take longer to increase. 
Logistic regressions (not shown) were run to test the relationship between marital 
status and religious tradition, but almost no odds ratios were statistically significant.  
Married respondents had lower odds than non-married respondents of being Mainline 
Protestants and divorced respondents had an odds ratio over 11 of being Mainline 
Protestants.  Both of these findings were significant at a .05 alpha-level.  The significance 
of the odds for divorced respondents being Mainline Protestants dropped to only a .1 
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alpha-level, though, when controlling for age.  Marital status did not predict respondents 
falling into any other faith tradition. 
From Table 1, the average ideal age of marriage in Wave 1 was 24.79 years old.  
By Wave 3, respondents felt the ideal age of marriage was around 25.56 years old.  As 
the majority of respondents were not married at the time of the survey, it is possible this 
was the average ideal age because unmarried respondents believed themselves still 
capable of marrying at an ideal time.  If this were true, it is logical that unmarried 
respondents in their 20s in particular would voice an ideal age of first marriage that 
would still be attainable for them. 
Age in Wave 3 was also used to estimate changes in religiosity and the average 
ideal age of marriage.  A one year increase in age was consistent with a decrease in 
religious salience and attendance but predicted an increase in the average ideal age of 
marriage.  As the majority of respondents were not married in Wave 3, these findings 
were consistent with existing literature that found unmarried adolescents and young 
adults became less religious and accepted marrying later in life as they aged (Uecker and 
Stokes 2008; Cherlin 2009; Regnerus and Uecker 2011). Table 11 shows religiosity 
levels and the marital timing attitude of unmarried respondents who were either 
cohabiting or in a non-cohabiting romantic relationship.  Not living with a romantic 
partner had no statistically significant impact on either religious salience or attendance.  
Respondents who were cohabiting though, had higher salience levels and smaller 
attendance levels than those who were not cohabiting.  Regarding the marital timing 
attitude, respondents who were in relationships, whether cohabiting or not, believed the 
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ideal age of marriage younger than those not in any romantic relationships, cohabiting or 
otherwise.  This coincided with studies that predicted cohabiting and being sexually 
active likely raises young adults’ interests in more committed romantic relationships, 
such as marriage (Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007; Raley, Crissey, and Muller 
2007). 
 Finally, Table 12 displays affiliation and religiosity differences of non-married 
respondents regarding their feelings on if they never get married.  Model 1 showed 
adolescents that identify as Catholic or just Christian were more okay at the prospect of 
never marrying than Mainline Protestant adolescents (µ=-0.177 at α=.05 and µ=-0.304 at 
α=.01, respectively). Evangelical Protestant adolescents were also less accepting of 
potentially never marrying than Mainline Protestant adolescents, but the coefficients in 
both Model 1 and Model 4 were not significant.  While those that attended more regularly 
were not statistically significantly different in their attitudes toward never marrying than 
those that rarely attend, religious salience did matter.  As each level of salience increased, 
the acceptance of never getting married did decreased by .085 (α<.001).  The distribution 
of the Wave 3 variable never marry suggested participants wanted to get married, but 
were less concerned with needing to get married (see Table 2).  When religiosity and 
affiliation were examined together (Model 4), Catholic and just Christian adolescents 
were even more okay with the prospect of never marrying.  Controlling for religiosity, the 
Catholic coefficient went from -0.177 in Model 1 to -0.209 in Model 4 and the Just 
Christian coefficient went from -0.304 to -0.328.  The religious salience coefficient was 
less significant and, at µ=-.076, indicated that when controlling for affiliation and
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Table 10. Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Coefficients of Marital Status and Age on Religious Attendance, 
Religious Salience, and Average Ideal Age of Marriage 
  Salience Attendance Ideal Age of Marriage 
Marital Status Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 
Married 
-.601*** 
(0.108) 
--- 
-.564*** 
(.110) 
.423* 
(.184) 
--- 
.517** 
(.188) 
-2.906*** 
(.279) 
--- 
-3.267*** 
(.281) 
Separated 
.104 
(.318) --- 
.144 
(.319) 
-.736 
(.571) --- 
-.653 
(.571) .284 (.795) --- -.111 (.790) 
Divorced 
-.034 
(.568) --- 
.018 
(.568) 
-.469 
(1.040) --- 
-.311 
(1.040) 
-1.316 
(1.418) --- 
-1.815 
(1.408) 
Widowed 
-1.334 
(.137) --- 
-1.270 
(.898) 
.864 
(1.273) --- 
.984 
(1.272) 
3.284 
(1.830) --- 
2.864 
(1.816) 
Age 
--- 
-.049** 
(.018) 
-.031 
(.018) --- 
-.508 
(.031) 
-.075* 
(.032) --- 
.201*** 
(.045) 
.298*** 
(.045) 
Intercept 2.834*** 
(.026) 
3.782*** 
(.352) 
3.451*** 
(.357) 
3.316*** 
(.047) 
4.315*** 
(.624) 
4.620*** 
(.637) 
25.716*** 
(.066) 
21.533*** 
(.899) 
19.777*** 
(.893) 
R2 0.0130 0.0031 0.0142 0.0048 0.0022 0.0082 0.0440 0.0081 0.0610 
N 2523 2527 2523 1604 1605 1604 2468 2471 2468 
Note: Marital Status reference: Not married.  Standard errors in parentheses  *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.   
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Table 11. Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Coefficients of Relationship 
Status and Cohabitation Status on Religious Attendance, Religious 
Salience, and Average Ideal Age of Marriage 
  
Salience Attendance Ideal Age of Marriage 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
In a noncohabiting 
relationship 
-0.130 
(0.077) 
--- 
-0.025 
(0.138) 
--- 
-1.059*** 
(.206) 
--- 
Currently 
cohabiting 
--- 
0.414*** 
(0.094) --- 
-0.932*** 
(0.188) --- 
-.682** 
(0.258) 
Intercept 
2.824*** 
(0.056) 
2.683*** 
(0.035) 
3.271*** 
(0.104) 
3.362*** 
(0.061) 
26.073*** 
(0.151) 
25.220*** 
(0.094) 
R2 0.0026 0.0126 0.0000 0.0253 0.0243 0.0047 
N 1077 1526 682 948 1064 1490 
Note: Relationship reference: Not in one. Cohabitation reference: not cohabiting.  Standard errors in 
parentheses  ***p < .001. 
 
attendance, religious salience predicted less of a change in if respondents were okay with 
the notion of never marrying than when analyzed on its own. 
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Table 12. Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) 
Coefficients of Adolescent Attitudes 
toward Marital Attitudes 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Affiliation         
Evangelical 
Protestant 
-0.184 
(0.094) --- --- 
-0.171 
(0.095) 
Catholic 
-0.177* 
(0.084) --- --- 
-0.209* 
(0.086) 
Just 
Christian 
-0.304** 
(0.119) --- --- 
-0.328** 
(0.120) 
Religiosity         
Attendance 
--- 
0.004 
(0.015) --- 
-0.010 
(0.018) 
Salience 
--- --- 
-0.085*** 
(0.017) 
-0.076* 
(0.033) 
Intercept 
3.046*** 
(0.074) 
2.891 
(0.055) 
3.045*** 
(0.054) 
3.266*** 
(0.137) 
R2 0.0055 0.0001 0.0101 0.0095 
N 1338 1481 2346 1338 
Note: Affiliation reference: Mainline Protestant.  Standard errors in 
parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Chapter 4: Discussion, Limitations, and Conclusion 
DISCUSSION 
Ideal Age of Marriage 
Results indicated that, on average, affiliating with certain religious groups in 
adolescence predicted younger ideal ages of marriage.  No aspect of adolescent 
religiosity, though, predicted a statistically significant change in the average ideal ages of 
marriage.  Mormon adolescents consistently wanted to get married more than a year 
sooner than Mainline Protestant adolescents.  Adolescents with Catholic mothers, 
however, wanted to get married almost six months later than Mainline Protestants. 
The lack of statistical significance for adolescent religious salience and attendance 
might imply religion did not influence marital timing attitudes, if religious affiliation had 
not influenced marital timing attitudes at statistically significant levels.  However, 
Evangelical Protestant and Mormon adolescents were more likely to want to marry 
younger than Mainline Protestant adolescents at statistically significant levels.  
Furthermore, based on Table 5, Christian adolescents’ average ideal age of marriage, 
regardless of denomination, was almost one year below non-Christian adolescents’ 
average ideal age of marriage.  In other words, something about being Christian, and 
more specifically being Evangelical Protestant or Mormon, might influence these 
adolescents to wish to be married younger than other non-Christian adolescents. 
These results indicate successful transmission of attitudes toward marital timing 
between religious mothers and adolescents.  In general, adolescents’ ideal age of 
marriage as a function of religious affiliation was similar to their ideal age of marriage as 
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a function of their mothers’ religious affiliation.  Adolescents of Catholic mothers and 
that identified as Catholic themselves wanted to marry slightly later than those with 
Mainline Protestant mothers.  Furthermore, Mormon adolescents and adolescents with 
Mormon mothers had similar coefficients that were over a year sooner than Mainline 
Protestant adolescents and mothers.  Being Evangelical Protestant or Mormon in 
adolescence, or having an Evangelical Protestant or Mormon mother reduced the average 
age at which adolescents believed ideal to get married.  However, being Catholic or 
having a Catholic mother often increased the age at which adolescents wished to marry.  
These similarities implied maternal religious values were successfully transmitted to 
adolescents. 
Evangelical Protestant and Mormon churches may have more successfully 
transmitted family values that support younger marriage to their adolescent members, 
even if their adolescent members did not feel their faith played much of a role in 
influencing their daily life.  This transmission may have occurred because Evangelical 
Protestant and Mormon youth subconsciously internalized the family-oriented teachings 
of these faith traditions in a way that made them want to marry sooner rather than 
marrying in their mid-twenties or later. 
Attitudes toward Cohabitation and Nonmarital Sex 
This study also found that higher adolescent religiosity did decrease the odds of 
believing cohabitation and nonmarital sex acceptable.  These findings were consistent 
with existing literature regarding the relationship between religion and these specific 
sexual attitudes (Thornton and Camburn 1989; Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992; 
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Manning, Longmore, and Giordano 2007).  Adolescents with higher religious attendance 
and higher religious salience had, on average, lower odds than those with lower 
attendance and salience of accepting nonmarital sex and cohabitation at highly 
statistically significant levels. 
When maternal religiosity was analyzed, hypothesized results continued to be 
found.  Catholic mothers were more likely to have children who accepted nonmarital sex 
than Mainline Protestant mothers, while Evangelical Protestant and Mormon mothers’ 
children had lower odds of accepting nonmarital sex and cohabitation than Mainline 
Protestant mothers.  The adolescent nonmarital sex outcomes coincided with the maternal 
nonmarital sex measure, further indicating a successful transmission of beliefs from 
mothers to children. 
The higher maternal religious attendance and salience levels, the less likely their 
children were to accept nonmarital sex or cohabitation, though maternal salience was less 
predictive of lower odds of accepting nonmarital sex than adolescent salience was.  
Regarding adolescent attitudes toward cohabitation, adolescents whose mothers attended 
more regularly were slightly less likely (odd ratio = .83) of accepting cohabitation than 
those whose mothers attended less frequently.  Similar trends were found when 
separating out by gender in the sense that mothers’ and their sons’ or daughters’ attitudes 
toward nonmarital sex and cohabitation were similar based on religious affiliation and 
religiosity. 
Regarding adolescent attitudes toward cohabitation, maternal religious attendance 
and salience again predicted lower odds of adolescents accepting cohabitation in 
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comparison to mothers who attended less frequently or felt religion was less influential in 
their daily lives. Having an Evangelical Protestant mother as opposed to a Mainline 
Protestant mother also made adolescent men and women significantly less likely to find 
cohabitation acceptable. 
The Reciprocal Relationship 
One of the reciprocal relationship examined with Wave 3 data revealed that 
married respondents had higher attendance levels than unmarried respondents.  However, 
when age was controlled for, these findings shifted and religious attendance increased.  
Religious salience was actually found to be lower for married respondents than unmarried 
respondents.  These results somewhat challenge literature that found marriage to increase 
a person’s religiosity (Thornton, Axinn, and Camburn 1992).  Cohabiting was also found 
to impact religiosity in different ways.  Cohabiters were found to have a very slight 
increase in religious salience, but a slightly larger decrease in attendance.  This reality 
implies that cohabiters and married respondents attend more frequently, but actually 
experience a decrease in the importance of religion in their everyday lives. 
Married respondents were also more likely to believe the ideal age of marriage 
was almost 3 years younger than unmarried respondents, and more than 3 years younger 
than unmarried respondents when controlling for age.  This finding makes sense as the 
majority of married respondents were 22 and their reported average ideal age of marriage 
was around 24.79 years of age.  It was unlikely married people would believe the age at 
which they married to be significantly different from an ideal or appropriate age of 
marriage.  Cohabiters and those in non-cohabiting relationships also believed the ideal 
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age of marriage to be younger than those not in any romantic relationship, but the 
difference was not as great as the difference between married and unmarried respondents.  
These results suggest that, on average, the ideal age of marriage declines with those not 
in a romantic relationship reporting the oldest ideal age of marriage to married 
respondents reporting the youngest ideal age of marriage.  In other words, the more 
marriage-like the living arrangement, the sooner respondents believe it ideal to be 
married. 
Religious affiliation was also found to influence how much the prospect of never 
marrying bothered respondents.  More respondents with no faith tradition reported feeling 
completely okay or completely uncomfortable with the prospect of never marrying.  
Catholics and those that identified as “just Christian” reported that the prospect of never 
marrying was less bothersome to them than it was to Mainline Protestants at statistically 
significant levels.  These results were found both when only measuring religious 
affiliation and when controlling for religiosity.  An unusual finding was that an increase 
in religious salience minimally decreased the amount of discomfort never married 
respondents voiced at the prospect of never marrying.  One potential explanation for this 
finding could be that those with higher levels of salience may believe they will marry if 
God wants them to.  Thus if they never marry, these participants might believe they were 
not intended to marry. 
LIMITATIONS 
While this study was longitudinal and nationally representative of Christian 
adolescents and their mothers, several limitations exist that should be noted.  One 
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limitation about this study is that the influence of fathers could not be determined as the 
number of fathers surveyed was significantly smaller than the number of mothers 
surveyed.  Coefficients for Mormons also might have been non-significant in some 
analyses due to low sample sizes.  Future studies should strive to have higher numbers of 
this faith tradition.  When moving from Wave 1 to Wave 3 analyses, attrition did cause 
the sample size to decrease, indicating the responses utilized in analyses might carry 
selection factors for people more likely to complete longitudinal surveys.  The decrease 
was minimal, though, and a sizable sample still remained for both Wave 1 and 3 analyses.  
Race was not included in analyses because the NSYR’s sample is “a nearly perfectly 
representative sample of 13-17 year-olds living in U.S. households” (Smith and Denton 
2003, p.19).  Also, this data is only generalizable to Christian adolescents and mothers.  
Finally, the low r-squareds indicate there might be omitted variable bias.  Future studies 
should seek to include other variables that might also influence attitudes toward marital 
timing either instead of or in addition to religious variables.  Despite these limitations, 
this study does offer a nationally representative and longitudinal understanding of how 
Christian religiosity and denominational affiliation influences when adolescents want to 
get married, regardless of when they actually do marry. 
CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, religious traditions, on average, were successful to varying degrees 
at transmitting desirable family values to their adolescent members in ways that 
decreased the average age adolescents believed preferable to marry.  Religiosity did not 
influence adolescents’ attitudes toward marital timing at statistically significant levels, 
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however.  Maternal religiosity and affiliation frequently influenced adolescents’ attitude 
toward marital timing similarly to adolescent religiosity and affiliation.  While attitudes 
toward marital timing might not have been heavily influenced by religiosity, religiosity 
did influence attitudes toward nonmarital sex and cohabitation.  Religiosity negatively 
influences these two attitudes, which was consistent by previous literature.  Furthermore, 
these attitudes did significantly influence when adolescents wished to get married, with 
those adolescents that found cohabitation and nonmarital sex acceptable wishing to marry 
at later ages.  Thus this finding potentially supports the notion that a motivation for 
religious adolescents to marry is, in part, to legitimize sexual intercourse.  However, there 
was possibly omitted variable bias, which would muddy the understanding of how 
influential religious affiliation and religiosity are on attitudes toward marital timing.  
Furthermore, Evangelical Protestants have been found to marry younger, and Catholics 
have been found to marry later, and this data supports the notion that Evangelical 
Protestant adolescents want to marry sooner while Catholic youth want to marry later 
(Uecker and Stokes 2008).  Thus there is a consistency within these two faith traditions 
regarding when these adolescents wish to marry and when they actually do marry. 
This study contributed to religion and marriage and family literature by revealing 
how certain aspects of religion influenced adolescents, on average, to desire younger 
marriage.  Furthermore, maternal religiosity and affiliation measures yielded consistent 
results as their adolescent counterparts, indicating a successful transmission of family and 
religious values from mothers to children in religious families. Future studies on marital 
timing attitudes should further investigate the relationships between heterosexual parents 
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and their children by including an adequate sample of fathers.  Future studies should also 
seek to better understand what underlying factors within Evangelical Protestant and 
Mormon traditions make them more influential than Mainline Protestant traditions in 
predicting younger average ideal ages of marriage, as well as what about the Catholic 
faith makes adolescents desire later marriage than Mainline Protestants. 
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